African culture. The aim of nation-building becomes the creation of a single nation with a dominant African identity, which should become the primary identity of all South Africans. Furthermore, it holds that an overarching national identity should include and reflect African culture. As a result, cultural hegemony is exerted in an essentially multicultural and multilingual society (Blaser 2004 ).
Nation-building in South Africa has been criticized on various fronts. Degenaar (1994) warns that a term such as nation-building should rather not be mentioned in a country such as South Africa. Instead of propagating nation-building, diversity should rather be respected and valued. The greatest opposition to nation-building has, however, been reality itself. Although it is undoubtedly true that ethnic, racial and regional identities have been manipulated and reified during apartheid, South African society has remained fractured despite strong nation-building efforts. Various research studies indicate that although a strong South African identity has indeed took hold among many South Africans, the majority of South Africans identify some cases equally as strongly and other cases even more strongly, with their respective racial and ethnic or language groups (Bornman 2010 (Bornman , 2011 . Coombes (2003) poses the question whether the main vault line in South African society remains the juxtaposition of Black against White. She answers this question herself by denying a simplistic binary opposition between the two largest racial groups. It is indeed the case that the struggle against apartheid has commonly been typified as a struggle between two dominant racial groups (Black and White).
However, it is often not taken into account that neither Blacks nor Whites are homogeneous groups. The White society consists of at least two major ethnocultural groups, namely English-speaking and Afrikaans-speaking Whites (also known as Afrikaners). Similar to the ethnic and language differences among Whites, there are also nine Black language groups associated with distinct Black ethnic identities. As most Black ethnic groups have strong ties with certain regions in South Africa, Black ethnicity also corresponds with particular regional identities. Therefore the province of KwaZulu-Natal is commonly regarded as the homeland of the Zulu nation. The presence of the group known as Coloureds -a group of mixed racial descent -as well as the largest Indian community outside of India, are often not taken into account. Venter (1999) points out that it is not simply a case of Black against White, but historical processes have also brought two civilizational paradigms in contact in South Africa: the African and Western civilizations.
The conclusion can be drawn that South African society has remained highly heterogeneous. The unity of the South African nation is still not a given almost two decades after the advent of a new political dispensation and nation-building remains controversial and contested. Symbols, monuments and historical narratives play an important role not only in attempts towards nation-building and creating national unity, but also in the construction, maintenance and strengthening of sub-national identities. According to Harrison (1995) , all political actions are associated with expressive action in the form of the deployment of symbols. Therefore, the new South African regime has not only brought about socio-political change in the country, but has also transformed South Africa symbolically in terms of a new identity, a new set of values reflective of a post-colonial society and a new set of goals for a new nation (Labuschagne 2010) . Overall, the aim of nation-building and the creation of an overarching national identity are claimed as the founding principle for changes to the symbolic landscape. In the process, various forms of symbolic politics as identified by Harrison (1995) and Mac Ginty (2001) have been implemented to reconstruct and to transform South Africa symbolically.
NEW NATIONAL SYMBOLS FOR A "NEW" NATION
The adoption of a set of national symbols has become a common practice among all nations of the world. According to Cerulo (1989) , this practice stems from a long history in which ruling houses or groups used to make use of banners, crests and fanfares for purposes of announcement and identification. Therefore, national symbols have become modern totems to identify and characterise a particular nation-state.
Similar to other newly independent and newly democratic states, the new political elite in South Africa also saw the need for a set of new symbols to identify and characterise the new state and the new nation. New national symbols were carefully designed to symbolize the altered nature of the new democratic state and to reinforce the political transition (Mac Ginty 2001) . Once again, nation-building, the forging of a united South African nation and an overarching South African identity have been forwarded as the most important reasons in the design of new symbols (Bornman 2006) .
The national anthem
In line with the reconciliatory mood of the transitional period, a proclamation issued would usually be sung in Xhosa or Zulu followed by the Sesotho version. As no official translations of the song exist, the words vary from place to place and from occasion to occasion.
However, Nkosi Sikelel' iAfrika did not remain a religious hymn, but soon became politicized. During apartheid, it became a symbol of defiance against the apartheid government, and also a pan-African liberation song ("Nkosi Sikelel' iAfrika", n.d.).
The strong pan-African connotations are reflected in the fact that it is currently the national anthem of Zambia and Tanzania. It also became the official song of the ANC during apartheid and was widely regarded as the non-official anthem of South Africa. 
The South African flag
Similar to the selection of a new anthem, the choice of a new flag formed part of the negotiation processes ("Flag of South Africa", n.d. Constitution that this flag would be used for a probationary period of five years after which another round of discussions on the flag would be held, its acceptance was so positive that it was proclaimed as the official national flag in the 1996 Constitution.
The flag has a horizontal red and blue band of equal width at the top and the bottom ("Flag of South Africa", n.d.). In the centre is a horizontal green band which splits into a Y-shape, of which the arms end in the two corners of the hoist side. The top of the Y-shape embraces a black isosceles triangle of which the two sides of equal length are separated from the green stripe by yellow stripes. The red and blue stripes are furthermore separated from the green stripe by narrow white stripes. 
Role and impact of the new national symbols
Various strategies related to symbolic politics can be discerned in the selection and adoption of new national symbols for South Africa (Harrison 1995; Mac Ginty 2001) . Despite the predominant African contents and the fact that only limited recognition is given to other South African cultures, the new symbols were apparently well received by the South African public. According to Adam (1995) , they have been successful in creating reconciliation, unity and new forms of nationalism. The new multi-coloured flag has been "banalized" by being painted on faces at sport events such as soccer, rugby and cricket and printed and displayed on all kinds of curios and consumer items. Overall, the impression has been created that national pride, as reflected in the new symbols, has surged to levels formerly unknown (Bornman 2006 ).
However, research has indicated that the new symbols have not been accepted as widely as is often assumed. Research by Bornman (2006) indicated that Blacks attached significantly more value to the new symbols than did Coloureds, Indians and Whites, who are further removed from the seat of power. The lowest importance ratings were recorded for Afrikaans-speaking Whites (or Afrikaners); in fact, the ratings for this group were so low that they can be interpreted as a lack of identification with or alienation from the current national symbols. The influence of sub-national identities, in contrast to an overarching South African identity, can furthermore be discerned in the fact that people who identified more strongly with a community or group distinguished by a distinctive culture, identified less with the new symbols.
Mac Ginty (2001) The new anthem, however, appears to be divisive, especially in situations of heightened intergroup tension. People tend to sing, for example, only the parts that they can identify with. However, given the fact that Blacks form an overall majority in South Africa, the predominance of African elements implies that opposition comes from minority groups and is mostly deafened by the majority.
However, the main danger is that the state and its symbols are being manipulated and appropriated by one group and one political party at the expense of others (Harrison 1995) . Mac Ginty (2001) draws the conclusion that the mixed reaction to the new South African national symbols illustrates the difficulty to establish symbols that are commonly accepted and truly unifying in a divided nation with widely divergent historical and cultural legacies. Moreover, it highlights the pitfalls associated with nation-building in a deeply heterogeneous and multicultural society.
THE POLITICS OF MEMORY AND HERITAGE
National symbols are not the only elements in the symbolic inventory of a country or group. Another integral components are statues, monuments, museums, memorials and other heritage sites. These reflect the human faculty of remembering and memory, our relationship with the past and the way in which the past has shaped our identities and our experiences in the present (Mare 2007) . Political transformation in South Africa has also been characterized by concerted efforts to transform the heritage landscape (Herwitz 2011; Marschall 2005; Ross 2007 ). In fact, since 1994, heritage symbolism has become a prominent focus of discourse in the political arena and a site for the renegotiating of issues related to memory, cultural identity and citizenship (Marschall 2010) . Symbolic imbalance during apartheid has probably been more conspicuous than in the capital city of Pretoria (Labuschagne 2010) . In 1999 (five years after the political transition), there were 14 monuments within the boundaries of the city which represented White and Afrikaner interests, with only three commemorating the plight of Blacks who died during World War I and the liberation struggle. It is therefore almost inevitable that Pretoria has become an important focus for symbolic transformation ─ a process which has served to bring tensions between divergent historical legacies to the fore. Some of the characteristics of and changes to symbolism in Pretoria are discussed in the following sections:
The Voortrekker Monument
The Voortrekker Monument is one of the most well-known landmarks in Pretoria and probably also one of the most controversial and scrutinized historical symbols "To me the monument tells the history of the Voortrekkers and how they got the land in the interior. Nothing else" (Grundlingh,2001:103) .
The most telling reaction came perhaps from the black singer, Abigail Kubeka, when she performed at the monument in April 2000. Kubeka remarked that "...the last inch of the country is now part of the nation" (Grundlingh 2001:104) . This remark probably says it all: Blacks are currently governing the country as a whole and that means that they also have control over the soil on which the Voortrekker Monument is built. That implies that they can afford to be indifferent or even ignore its significance; they can choose not to take heed of whatever it symbolizes.
The privatisation of the Voortrekker Monument has also not stopped speculations on what should be done about and with it after the advent of a new dispensation (Coombes 2003; Grundlingh 2001; Ross 2007) . Apart from talks that it should be torn down as a symbol of the destruction of apartheid, there have also been suggestions that it should be painted pink and transformed into a gay nightclub. In a satirical mode, it has been described as a "pop-up toaster", a "1940 art deco radio", "an Andy Warhol drawing, a somewhat absurd, even kitsch symbol" (Grundlingh 2001 :101).
Ross ( To provide a pioneering and empowering heritage destination in order to mobilise for reconciliation and nation building in our country; reflect upon our past; improving our present and building our future as a united nation; contribute continentally and internationally to the formation of better human understanding among nations and peoples (Baines 2009:334) .
Freedom Park is located on a 52-hectare site on Salvo-kop (the name indicates the heavy artillery fire that came from the hill during the Anglo-Boer War), yet another hill at the southern entrance of Pretoria. As such, it is directly facing the Voortrekker Monument. Labuschagne (2010) holds that it had been a strategic decision on the part of the ANC-government to build the park on the particular site. Although Freedom Park invites visitors to walk where their ancestors used to walk, no substantive anthropological or historical links with the past exist at the site. There are no "footprints in the sands of time" which the visitor can follow as proclaimed in an official pamphlet, at least no footprints from pre-colonial times. Therefore, the history portrayed by the park is in reality an "invented history" (Labuschagne 2010:122) . The fact of the matter is that the site on Salvo-kop was chosen for political reasons and has no nexus of symbolic links with the ancestors of the majority of South Africans.
Salvo-kop was chosen in order to situate Freedom Park at the centre of a nexus of historical sites associated with Voortrekker history, namely the Voortrekker Monument and the Fort Schanskop and Fort Klapperkop museums. The latter are two fortifications that were erected and used to defend Pretoria against the British during the Anglo-Boer War. In doing so, the Black ANC government has, according to the theory of symbolic conflict of Harrison (1995) , appropriated a space in the symbolic realm of Pretoria and has put its stamp on the entrance of the city and thus also on the city itself. Another motivation, according to Labuschagne (2010:117) Labuschagne (2010) concludes that, although the placement of Freedom Park was done to restore balance in reconstructing the past, its erection was not done in a way that reflects historical sensitivity, good planning, architectural imagination and a sensitivity for the heterogeneity of South Africa's population. Therefore, despite its enormous price tag, the park has failed to fulfil its promises to build bridges between the diverse groups and cultures of South Africa and to unite the South African nation.
Two walls of remembrance ─ two historical legacies
Instead of uniting the Rainbow Nation, the erection of the Wall of Names in Freedom
Park has served to ignite tension and contestation between various legacies of memory, heritage and belonging (Baines 2009; Labuschagne 2010) .
The controversy relates to the so-called "Border War" that was waged by the South African Defence Force on the borders between Angola and Namibia during the last decades of the apartheid regime (Baines 2009 ). Soldiers of the South African
Defence Force (SADF) fought against Cubans, the armies of the frontline states, and other "terrorist" insurgents. From 1967 to 1992, approximately 600,000 young White males were sent to the borders of Namibia. Analysts such as Steenkamp (2007) regard the struggle against apartheid (also known as the liberation struggle) and the Border War as two separate struggles. Baines (2009) , on the other hand, believes that the Border War was a mere extension of the low-intensity civil war associated with the anti-apartheid struggle. However, different historical narratives about this war imply that White soldiers believe that they fought against "terrorists" and (Baines 2009:336) .
Various meetings of Afrikaner lobby groups followed. The end of the story is that a more permanent alternative wall, the South African Defence Force Wall of Remembrance, was erected at the Voortrekker Monument to commemorate the SADF soldiers who died in the Namibian/Angolan conflict (Baines 2009 ). There are now two walls -each representing different branches of memories and historical legacy, different historical traditions, different groups and identities and perhaps also different civilizations.
The politics of memory consequently became the source of an ideological contest with the so-called Border War as focus (Baines 2009 ). On the one hand, Afrikaner groups felt that the Freedom Park Trust had not been consistent in terms of the principle of inclusivity when remembering those who died in past conflicts. They pointed out that soldiers who fought on both sides of the Anglo-Boer War were honoured. However, the same principle was not applied in the case of the liberation struggle and the border war. Therefore, the well-respected Afrikaner historian, Hermann Giliomee (Anonymous 2007) , branded Freedom Park as an ANC monument, while Jaap Steyn (Anonymous 2007 ), a language rights activist, states that Freedom Park reinforces divisions, rather than promoting reconciliation. This oversight has served to fuel perceptions among Afrikaners that they are being victimized in the new dispensation.
Analysts outside the Afrikaner community hold opposing viewpoints. Peter Stiff (Baines 2009 ) agrees that the exclusion of the names of SAFD soldiers is indeed inconsistent with the fact that names of soldiers of both sides of other South African conflicts were included. Military correspondent, Willem Steenkamp (2007) , on the other hand, feels that SADF soldiers do not deserve to be included as they were conscripted by the apartheid government and were benefiting from apartheid.
However, Baines (2009) whether it is really necessary that some kind of national consensus should be reached before people can live peacefully alongside one another. Differences of opinion could rather be seen as a hallmark of a robust democratic culture where differences are not only tolerated, but also cherished.
What is nevertheless at stake is whose interpretation of history will in the end become institutionalized (Baines 2009 Labuschagne (2010) draws the conclusion that, once again, no integrated or holistic approach has been followed in order to promote reconciliation and nation-building. Therefore, no attempt has been made to integrate or interlink pre-colonial history with the history portrayed in the statues of the Voortrekker leaders and to promote a discourse between different historical legacies. The ANC-led governance of the city appropriated a space in front of the City Hall in order to put its stamp on the city (Harrison 1995) . However, the way in which it is done, evoke feelings of opposition and confrontation that highlights societal divisions without making any attempt to build bridges between these differences.
CONCLUSION
There can be little doubt that South Africa has undergone an "iconoclastic" revolution since the advent of a new dispensation in 1994 (Bakker & Müller 2010:48) . A complete set of new symbols has been introduced to replace the symbols widely associated with the apartheid state. On the terrain of the politics of memory and heritage, far-reaching changes have also taken place with the erection of numerous new sites.
Various strategies associated with symbolic politics and competition can be discerned in changing South Africa's symbolic landscape (Harrison 1995; Mac Ginty 2001) . Invention was the dominant strategy in the establishment of a new set of national symbols such as the new flag and coat of arms. In the case of the national anthem, both expansion and re-ranking can be detected as a new song, Nkosi
Sikelel' iAfrika, was not only added, but is also sung first, while the Stem van SuidAfrika (Voice of South Africa) has been modified and shortened to make the anthem more compact.
It is indisputable that there existed a dire need to rectify the heavily skewed heritage landscape inherited from apartheid by giving a voice to suppressed historical narratives (Ross 2007) . Expansionism in adding numerous new sites has been the dominant strategy (Harrison 1995; Mac Ginty 2001) . Instead of fostering complex narratives between the historical legacies of distinct groups, a layered approach has been followed in which new layers of suppressed or misrepresented history have merely been added (Bakker & Müller 2010) (Harrison 1995) . The placing of new symbols directly facing or in the close vicinity of existing symbols can be interpreted by communities as hostile, confrontational and threatening to valued identities (Labuschagne 2010; Mare 2007; Marschall 2005 Marschall , 2010 . Therefore, the privatization of the Voortrekker Monument can be interpreted as an attempt to protect a valued symbol and identity in the face of symbolic threat. The conclusion can be drawn that the altered symbolic landscape has often been serving to widen rather than bridge divisions within South African society.
Furthermore, expansionism can be discerned in the fact that a hegemonic African voice, in line with pan-Africanism and the African shift in the nation-building ideology, has become dominant and has largely replaced or obscured other and alternative South African voices (Bakker & Müller 2010; Harrison 1995; Labuschagne 2010 Labuschagne , 2012 . The predominance of African elements in the new national symbols and the resemblance of Freedom Park to the Zimbabwe ruins not only serve to emphasize links with pre-colonial Africa, but also proclaim African dominance.
Although nation-building has been proclaimed to be the driving force behind symbolic transformation, the impact of this transformation has often been divisionary rather than reconciliatory. One of the most important reasons is the fact that symbolic reforms do not reflect the diverse and multicultural nature of the South African nation. The multicoloured nature of the South African Rainbow Nation is obscured by a one-dimensional emphasis on only one colour.
The current symbolic politics indicates that South African society has remained a divided society despite strong nation-building efforts since 1994. It also emphasizes the difficulty, as already discussed, of establishing common symbols in a heterogeneous society and the futility of attempting to dissolve diverse ethnic, cultural and religious identities within a single overarching national identity (Mac Ginty 2001) . Instead of aiming to establish a single dominant (African) identity, the existence of different groups, cultures, identities and historical legacies ─ the many colours and flavours of the Rainbow Nation ─ should be fully recognized and supported, also in the symbolic realm. In order to promote reconciliation and unity, complex narratives between different historical legacies as well as robust debate should be fostered (Baines 2009 ). Furthermore, a singular hegemonic voice should not be allowed to drown out diverse historical narratives. The symbols representing the identities and cultures of various groups should not be abhorred, but rather accommodated, sustained and treasured. In order to prepare the way for a common future, complex discourses providing linkages between varied historical narratives need to be promoted in order to foster intergroup empathy and understanding and to ensure the peaceful co-existence of the many and diverse groups in South Africa.
